DGCIUMZENT RESUNME
05667 - [ B10860405 )

[ EPA's Impleaentation of the Industrial Cost Recovery Provisions
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Report to Douglas &. Costle, Administrator, Envirormental
Protection Agency; by Henry Eschvege, Directcr, Coumaunity and
Economic Development Div. :

Issue Area: Environmental Protection Frogrums: Federes® controls
Over Wastewater Treatment Constructicp Grant Funds (2202).

Contact: Coamunity 2nd Economic Development Div.

Budget Function: Natural Resources, Environment, and Enarg;:
Water Resources and Power (301). ' )

Congressional Belevance: House Committee an Puklic ucrks anpd
Transportation; Senate Committee on Envirousent &n?d Putlic
Works.

Authority: Clean Water Act of 1977 {(FoL. 95-217). Federsl Witer
Pollution Controi Act Amendments cf 1972 {P.u. 92-500).

Selected aspects of the Envircnmental Protectior
Agency's (EPA's) eftorts to isplement the industrial cost
recovery provisions of the Federal Water Pclli-tion Ccatigl Act
“sendments of 1972 vere reviewed. ‘hese 1972 aseadments
autborized EPA to make grants to municipalitias for 75% of the
eliqible costs to comnstruct publicly owned waste treatament
plants. Gi'antees were incomsistent in detersining which
industrial users should be included or exclude” frow an
industrial cost recovery sSystea and-bad differing
interpretations of the types of waste subject to industrial cast
recovery. EPA has approved industrial cost recovery systeas
where the costs incurred by the grantees to develor and
administer the systeams exceeded the ancunts to be recovered fros
industrial users through industrial cost LeCOovVery fpayments. In
addition, many grantees felt that the costs associated with
administering an industrial cost LaCovery systed will not be
Lecovered through industries' industrial Ccost reécovery payments.
{BRS)



UN!'TED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20348

COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

B-156506 April 11, 1978

The Honorable Douglas M. Costle
Administrator, Environmental
Protection Rgency

Dear Mr. Costle:

The General Accounting Office recently completed a review of
selected aspects of the Enviromnmental Protecticn Agency's (EPA)
efforts to implement the industrial cost recovery provisions of the
Federal Water Pollution Contrcl Act Amendirents of 1972 (Public Law
92-500). We identified the following issues which, we believe, merit
your attention:

~There is need for improvements in determining which incdustries
and which types of industriali waste discharges shculd be subject
to industrial cost recovery, and

--The Agency has aporoved grantee industrial cost recovery
systems which do not recover all the associated developmert
and administrative costs.

This letter, together with three enclosures, summarizes our observe-
tions. We have also included our comments on the potential impact of
the Clean Water Act of 1977 on certain aspects of the industrial cost
recovery program. '

As you know, the Clean Water Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-217) enacted
on December 27, 1977, resulted in several changes to the industrial
cost recovery provisions of Public Law 92-500. The act also required the
Agency to submit a report to Congress no later than December 31,
1978, regarding the efficiency of, and the need for, the program. In
discussions with the staffs of the Senate Environment and Public Works
Committee and the House Public Works and Transportation Committee, it
was agreed that GAO's observations regarding EPA's administration of
the program would be helpful to EPA in its mandated study. Therefore,
we have summarized our information so that our observations will ke
timely and useful to the Agency in carrying out its congressionally
mandated study.

CED-78-102
(087205)
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We reviewed Federal laws, regulations, legislative history, and
guidziines governing the industrial cost recovery program as well as
the practic:s and procedures used by EPA, the States, and grant
recipients in implementing those requirements. Our review was performed
at EPA headquarters in Washington, D.C., and at EPA regional offices
in Philadelphia, Chicago, and Kansas City. We visited 52 ~rantees who
had either an EPA-approved industrial cost recovery system or had certi-
Tied to EPA that they had no industrial users subject to industrial cost
recover,. We also visited 15 grantees whose industrial cost recovery
system had not been approved by EPA, and 41 industrial users subject
to the industrial cost recovery program.

IGSUES rFRITING EPA'S ATTENTION

We found that grantees were inconsistent in determining which
industrial users should be included or excluded from an industrial cost
recovery system. In some cases, grantees had gone beyond the
authority of the requlations and had improperly excluded industrial
users by estab.ishing arbitrary cut-offs based on factors such as (1)
flow level (e.g. an industry was excluded from industrial cost recovory
if ite flow was less than 1200 gallons per day irrespective of whether
the discharge was sanitary or process waste) or (2) minimum industrial
cost recovery payment (e.g. if an industry's payment was $25 per menth
or less the industry was excluded). Enclosure 1 contains additional
examples and details on this matter.

Grantees also had differing interpretations of the types of
waste subject to industrizi cost recovery. For exawple, some grantees
charged industrial users on the basis of total wastewater discharged
while others deducted the sanitary waste portion and charged industrial
users for only process waste. As a result of these practices, similar
businesses and industries have rut been treated consistently by the
various grantees, and many commetcial enterprises have not been
charged industrial cost recovery. Thase inconsistencies were attri-
butable in large part to the "dry" industry exclusion option in EPA's
requlations and guidelines and the varving interpretations of *.at
option by grantees and EPA regional offices.

Wwe also found that EPA has approved industrial cost recovery systems
wherein the costs incurred by the grantees to develop and administer
the systems exceeded the amounts to be recovered from industrial users
through industrial cost recovery payments.
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NEED FOR IMPROVEMENTS IN DETERMINING
WHICH INDUSTRIES AND WHICH TYPES

OF INDUSIPIAL WASTE SHOULD BE SUBJECY
TO INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY

There is a lack of clear guidance by EPA as to which types of
industrial waste should be tubject to industrial cost recovery (ICR)
payments. As a result, some Jrantees required certain types of
businesses or industries to mare ICR payments while other grantees
evempted such firms from ICR even though their wastes were similar
as to voluame or quality.

™he widespread differences amond grantees as to the types of waste
subject to ICR result largely from varying interpretations of the
provision in EPA's regulations and guidelines which gives grantees the
option of excluding industrial users discharging primarily segregated
domestic waste or waste from sanitary conveniences——commonly referred
to as "dry" industries.

Some grantees have al:y excluded industrial users for reasons other
than the optional "dry" industry exclusion. Such exclusions, which
appear to have gone beyoid the scope of the regulations, are based on
flow and ICR revcnue cutofts.

Lack or clear guidance by EPA in determiuing
which types of waste should ve subject to i€R

Althougl: EPA has clearly defined which industries shzl) be subject
to ICR payments, EPA's guidance is unclear regarding which types of dis-
charge from such industries will be subject to ICR payments. For
example, EPA allows grantees to eiclude users which discharge primarily
segregated domestic wastes or sanitary wastes, but it has not defined
"primarily segregated domes.ic or sanitary" wastes. As a result, similar
types of industrial wastes may or may not be excluded depending upon
how the grantee arbitrarily defines "primarily segregated domestic" or
"primarily sanitary" wastes.

Section 502(18) of Public Law 92-500 defined industrial user to
mean any industry identified in the Standard Industrial Classification
(SIC) Manual, Bureau of the Budget, 19u7, as amended and supplemented,
under the category "Division D-Manufacturing" and any other class o
significant waste producers as the Administrator, by recmlation, dexms
appropriate.
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EPA, in its implementing regulations, defined an industrial user
as:

"Any nongovernmental user of publicly owned treatment works
identified in the Standard Industrial Classification Manual, 1372,
Office of Management and Budget as amended and supplemented, inder
the following divisions:

(a) Division A Agriculture, Foresting, and Fishing

(b) Division B8 Mining

{c) Division D Manufacturing

(d) Division E Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas,
and Sanitary Services

(e) Division I Services

A user in the Division listed may be excluded if it is determined
that it will introduce primarily segregated dorestic wastes or
wastes from sanitary convenience.”

Thus, while the EPA requlations expanded the definition of industrial
user by adding SIC Divisions A, B, E, and I, the reqgulaticns also permit
grantees to exclude users which discharge primarily segregated domestic
or sanitary wastes.

EPA has also published advisory guidelines to establish general
minimum guidance and to inform industrial users, grant-2s, Regional
Administrators, and the public concerning industrial cost recovery. The
guidelines provide that, at the option of the grantee, an industrial
user identified in the Agency's reguiations may be excluded from ICR
payments under the following conditions: (1) the indvstrial user
discharges only nonprocess segregated wastes or westes from s~nitary
conveniences and (2) the industrial user is not a significant aser as
defined in the Federal regulations. _1l/ The guidelines further provide
that in the event the grantee éecides to exercise the above option,
every industrial user meeting the two conditions must be excluded and
the estimated sanitary waste water from all cther industrial users
discharging a combination of process and sanitary wastes should be
deducted prior to computing ICR payments.

"1/ A significant industrial user is defined in 40 C.F.R 35.925-12 as
one that will contribute greater than 10 perceat of the design flow
or design pcllutant loading of the treatment works.
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Industrial users excluded from ICR
under the "dry" irdustry exclusion option

Our review included 36 grantees with EPA approved ICR systems
and 16 cgrantees which had certified to EPA that they had no industrial
users subject to ICR requirements. All 52 grantees exercised the
option to exclude the paymernts from industries discharging primarily
segregated domestic wastes or wastes from sar itary conveniences.

The methnds and criteria used, however, in exercising this option
varied among the grantees.

In most cases, the grantee excluded from ICR paywencS any
industrial users discnarging wastes at or below domestic waste
strength. Although EPA's region V recommended that waste be included
if it exceeded 200 parts per mill.on of biochemical oxygen dernand
(BOD) or 250 parts per million cf suspended solids (SS), the deter-
mination of what constituted domestic strength waste differed among
the grantees reviewed.

The following table shows the range of domestic streingth cutoffs
used by 6 grantees in EFA region V.
Denestic strength cut—off

Grantee BOD (ppm) SS (ppm)
Shawano Lake, Illinois 200 200
Schererville, indiana 240 240
Hammond, Indiana 220 260
Niles Townsnip, Illinois 300 350
Hinsdale, Illinois 200 250
Northern Moraine, Michigan 200 206

The above table shows that many of the grantees did not use region
V's cutoff values, Similar variances were found among grantees in
EPA regions III and VII. Rejion I1I considered domestic strength as
anything lers than 350 parts per million of BOD or SS, while regiorn
VII has a cutoff of 300 parts per million for both parameters.

Although some grantees used domestic strength cut-off values to
exclude certain types of industrial waste, other grantees did not use
a scientific basis and instead, arbitrarily made exclusions based “Ipon
their belief that the characteristics of the waste were str ictly
sanitary in nature. For example, in EPA cegion III the muni~ipality
of East Whiteland, Pennsylvania, arbitrarily required ICR payments
from laundries and car washes whereas the municipality of Malvern,
Pennsylvania, excluded these types of businesses from ICR payments.
It is interesting to note that although East Whiteland and Malv-rn
had the same (- asulting engineer in the previous example, the
municipalities had different definitions concerning what types of
businesses were or were not subject to ICR payments.
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Another example of inconsistert ICR payments occurred in EPA's
region V. Six jrantees we reviewed in this region excluded users
such as laundromats and car washes because they arbitrarily considered
these users to dischare> primarily sanitary wastes. Another grantee
plans to include users such as car washes and laundries in its ICR
system when its system is fully implemented. One other grantee excluded
coin operated laundromats from ICR payments because it considered
discharges from this type of facility to be primarily sanitary waste.
However, the samz grantee included in ICR payments discharges from
commercial laundries and car washes because it believed these types
of discharges were industrial.

In EPA region VII, only one of fifteen grantees we reviewed
required ICR paymerts from businesses such as gas stations, car
washes, laundries, etc. The other grantees excluded these types of
businesses from ICR payments because they considered the discharges
as only sanitary wastes.

Many grantees also believed that small commercial firms discharged
only domestic or sanitary wastes, and, on trat basis excluded them
from the ICR system. For example, i: Hinsdale, Illinois, the wa<te
water flow of commercial use-s reoresented 25 percent of the total
treatment works' capacity, but the commercial users were excluded
even though some of the wustes were not domestic or sanitary.

The Hampton Roads Sanitatior District, Virginia, excludes indus-
trial users from ICR payments if, in their opinion, the industrial users
contribute primarily segregat-d Gomestic waste o waste from saritary
conveniences. Hampton Poads® customers accounts siowed that 85 users
were discharging waste water in excess of 25,C00 gallons-per-day.
Further analysis showed that 41 of the 85 users would have to make
I”R payments and 44 would not.

The types of users excluded from the ICR system are summarized as
follows:

Number of users Description
19 Hotels/moteis
8 Hospitals
1 Power Plant
6 Colleges
1 Railroad
2 Telephone communications
2 Food preparation
3 Meat packers
1 Inorganic chemicals
_1 Tzailer park
44 Total
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We noted another type of incorsistency among grantees when
cetermining ICR paymencs. Accordin: to EPA's guidelines, if a grantee
decides to exclude industrial users under the "dry" industry option,
the grantee should also deduct the estimated sanitary waste water from
all other industrial users discharging a combination of process and
sanitary wastes prior to compu-ing the ICR payments.

Although all 52 grantees we reviewed exercised the "dry" industry
exclusion option, only 18 deducted amounts fo.. sanitary waste
watei from the other industrial users with a combination of sanitary
and process waste.

Some of the grantees who deducted sanitary waste from industrial
users used various employee zllowances to calculate the deduction
as shown in the following table.

Allowance per employee

Grantee (gallons per day)
kockford, Illinois 16
Shawano Lake, Wisconsin 33
Schererville, Indiana 25
Algonquin, Illinois 20
Madison, Illinois 20
Niles Township, Michigan 20
Berrien County, Michigan 20

Industrial users excluded
based on amounts of flow
or ICR revenuz cuioffs

Grantees have also, in some instances, excluded industria) users
from ICR systems when either the volume of wastewater flow or the :mount
of ICR revenue to be récovered did not meet or exceed an arbitrary
minimum level established by the grantee.

Exclusion ¢ ¢ industrial users from ICP on the basis of volume
or amount of ICR revenue cutoffs is not permitted by the law or
EPA's 1mp1ement1ng requlations. However, grantees generally adopted
sucii cutoffs in orde” to make their ICR systems cost beneficial
and more manageable. For example, officials of Madison, Wisconsin's,
Metropolitan Sewerage District stated that they established a minimum
flow of 12,00C gallons per day, which is eguivalent to about $25
per year in ICR payments, in order for their system to be cost
effective. At a flow level of 12,000 gallons per day or less, the
number of industries havirj to make ICR paynients declined from
about 2,000 to 28.
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Ar official of the City of Shawano, Wisconsin (part of the Shawano
Lake Sanitary District) informed us that they had established a break-
even poini. at $25 per month of ICR peyments per industrial user. ny
user with an ICR charge of less than $25 per month was eliminated from
the ICR sy:.tem.

The grantees employing cutoffs and a description of the basis for
suach cutoff is shown below.

Grantee Basis for exclusion of industrial users

Cleveland, Ohio 1,200 gallens/day or less of flow

Hinsdale, Illinois 1,000 gailorns/day or lesst of
primarily domestic waste

Medina County, Ohio 10 percent or less of system design flow

Shawano Lake, Wisconsin $25 per month or less in ICR payments

Madison, Wisconsin 12,000 gallons/day or less of flow;
and/or $25 per vear or less in ICR
payments

Gilbertville, Iowa 10 percent or less of system design flow
or low strength waste

Moberly, Missouri 5 percent or less of system design flow
or 50,000 gallons a day

Carroll, Iuwa $25 per month or less ir sewer charges

A similar situation may occur in Qmaha, Nebraska, which does not
yet have an EPA approved ICR system. Omaha's consulting engineer, in an
April 1977 report, noted that about 700 of the 1,200 identified indus-—
trial users would contribute less than one percent of the total ICR
revenues and that industrial charges for these industries would be $2
or less per month which was not sufficient to pay the city's billing
cost. The report also noted that 900 of the 1,200 industrial users
would provide only about 2 percent of the total ICR revenues. The
consulting engireer recommended excluding those industrial vusers whose
ICR payments would not cover billing costs.

EFA, however, instructed Mmaha officials to include all 1,200
users in its ICR system to insure equity among all users, and to charge
each one at least a minimum amount to cover billing costs. Omaha
off .cials, in October 1977, stated they were considering chargi-.g a
minimum ICR fee that was less than the billing cost in order to obtain
equity. They said they would obtain the additional money needed
to cover billing costs through the city's gcneral fund.
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AMOUNTS RECOVERED FROM INDUSTRY
ARE NOT SUFFICIENT TO OFFSET ICR
DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION COSTS

EPA has approved ICR systems that will not recover sufficiert
amounts from industrial users to offset the related ICR development
and administration costs. When ICR costs exceed the amounts cecovered
from industry, grantees must pay for these costs from revenues
received from user charges or other sources of funds. Because user
charge revenue is usually the only source available to the grantee
to offset the excess ICR costs, residential and other nonindustrici
users will be paying some of the ICR costs through user charges.

To recover all costs associated with an ICR system, grantees should
bill industrial users for industry's share of the construction costs of
the treatment facilities attributabls to the Federal grant, plus an
additional amount for related development 'nd ~dministrative costs.

Only then would industrial users pay for all of industry's costs
applicable to an ICR system and the residential and ron~i..Justrial
users would not be subsidizing part of industry's payments. Neither
EPA's regulations nor its guidelines relating to ICR contain advisory
procedures for recovering all costs relating to an ICR system.

Public Law 35-217 eliminates the requirement to develop an ICR
system for some of the smaller grantees. The law allows EPA to exempt
from ICR any industrial user with a flow equivalent to 25,000 gallons
per day or less of sanitary waste if the discharge does not in any way
interfere with operation of the treatment works or the sludge of the
works. The exemption will, in some instances, exclude all industries
that may be discharging into a grantee's plant thereby zliminating the
reed for an ICR system. For other grantees, the number of industrial
users will be reduced. In both instances, the 25,000 gallon a day
exemption will elimincte or reduce industries' TCR payments received
by grantees and the U.S. Treasury.

Cost to develop and
administer ICR systems

To comply with the ICR requirements, grantees incur development and
administration costs. Develrpment costs relate to:

——identifying industrial users,
-——developing a plan for monitoring industrial discharqges,
--developing a plan for assessing and collecting ICR charges,
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-—developing an accountinyg system to record ICR costs and ICR
payments from industry,

—obtaining agreements from member jurisdictions in a metropolitan
sanitation district to charge ICR where appropriate, and

~-obtaining system approval from EPA,

Seventy-five percent of the eligible costs assoc.ated with
developing an approved ICR system can be funded by EPA. The remainin
25 percent must be funded from otier sources available to the grantee,

An ICR system can be developed either in-house or by a consultant
on a contractual basis. The d.velopment costs for ICR systems for
the grantees included in our reviews ranged from $i00 for a grantee
with a population of 2,200 and vne industry to $153,000 for a grantee
serving 1.3 million users and 1200 industries.

We noted in our review, however, that only a small portion of the
development costs relating to a grantee's ICR system is being paid
back by industry through ICR payments. Gesneraily, grantees are ornly
requiring industry to pay back the Federal share of ICR development
cctcs equivalent to industry's use of the treatment facility. For
example. if ICR development cos.s ¢ve $4,000, industry is not being
required to pay back $3,000 (75 per:ent of $4,000 eligible costs) but,
instead, is only having to pay bac a percentage of the $3,000
equivalent to its percentage of us' in the treatment facility. If
industry uses 20 percent of the fa.ility, industry only pays back $600,
not the total $3,000. The $2,400 difference is being paid for by the
taxpayers at large.

This practice does not appear to be consistent with the legislative
history surrounding the ICR provisions of P.L. 92-500. Both the Senate
and House reports accompanying the bill that became P.L. 92~500
expressed the view that it is "inappropriate in a large Federal grant
program providing a high percentage of construction funds to subsidize
industrial users from funds provided by the taxpayers at large."

The costs of administering an ICR svstem include:

--monitoring the flow rate of industrial discharges,

--campling and analyzing industrial discharges to measure
waste strength,

—maintaining an accounting sys:tem for ICR chargas and
revenues, and

—-summarizing data annually and recomputing ICR charges if
industrial . ischarges change significantly.

Costs of administering an ICR system are not funded with Federal grant
assistance and must be paid from other revenuz sources of the grantee.
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ICR administrative costs for grantees reviawed varied widely
For example, some grantees incurred only minimal costs whereas
one grantee estimated ils adminitrative costs to be $100,000 annually.

We also noted that some grantees were not recovering from industry
the grantee's chare of costs to develop an ICP system (i.e. 25 percent
of total development costs) and the grantee's costs to administer the
ICR system.

We obtained ICR cost and payment data from 26 grantees with
approved ICR systems and compared the grantee's share of development
costs (i.e., 25 percent of total development costs) and Srantee
administrative costs to the grantee's share of ICR payments (i.e.,
50 percent of total ICR payments). Our analysis disclosed that eigyht
of the 26 grantees will not receive sufficient ICR payments from
industrial users to offset all of the related ICR costs as shown
in the table beln::.

Estimated Estimated

Fstimated annual ICR costs fanval ICR unrecovered

Development Adminis- payments annual ICR
Grartee (note a) trative Total (note b) coste
Algonouin, Illinois s 17 $ 500 $ 517 s 40 $ 477
Berrien County, Michigan 21 20,000 27,021 3,019 17,002
Franklin, Pennsyivania 39 4,600 4,639 152 4,487
Madison, Illinois 208 2G,000 20,208 8,227 11,982
Moberly, Missiouri 60 66N 72¢ 272 448
Niies Township, Michiaan 104 -0~ (¢) 104 51 53
Oberlin, Chio 17 2,000 2,017 246 1,771
willistown, Penncylvania 26 -0- (c) 26 8 18

(1) Grantee'~ 25 percent share allocated over the life of the treatment
wOorks.

10) tsiontee's 50 percent share of ICR payments.

(c) Grantee estimuted administration costs to be minimal.

Berrien County dzveloped an ICR system at a cost of 32,500.
Seventy-five percent of the development costs, or $1,875, is eligib: e
for EPh grant assistance. The romaining $625 or 25 percent is absorbed
by the county. The county estimated the costs tc administer its ICR
system at $20,000 a year.- Over the ICR recovery period of the treat-
ment works the county will incur an average annual cust of $20,021—$21
a year for its share of the system Jevelopment costs plus $20,000 a
year to administer the ICR system. The annual cost of $206,021 can be
offset by the county's share of ICR payments, which, in this case, is
$3,019 a year. Therefore, the county rust subsidize its ICR syscem for
the $17,002 a year in unrecoversd ICR developirent and administration
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costs. Berrien County officials told us that all grantee rr:lated ICR
costs will have to be recovered through user charges because no other
revenue source is avéilable. Berrien County officials also told us
that only a portion of the unrecovered ICR development and administra-
tion costs will be recovered frca the industrial users and the
remaining amount will have to come from non-industrial users.

All ICR costs could be recovered
through the ICR system

To preclude non-industrial users of the treatment facilities from
subsidizing industry, grantees have to ensure that industry pays for all
its ICR developmeat and adm.nistrative costs.

We believe tae best approach would be to recuire grantees to
include all ICR related cocts in the ICR payment from industry. Thus,
the ICR payment received from industry would include amounts to offset
(¢) grantee's share of ICR development costs, (b) grantee administrative
expenses, and (c) percentage of construction and ICR development costs
paid for hy the Federal Government relating to industry usage.

For example, in the Berrien County situation discussed previously,
the county would have to annual! bill its 13 industrial users a total
of $26,121. In total the amount dilled by tke county would appear as
follows:

Annual ICR development costs (represents 25% of amount $ 21
paid solely by grantee)
Annual ICR administration costs 20,000
Annual Federal share (includes 75% of ICR development
costs paid solely by Federal Government) 6,100
Total annual billing $ 26,121

This method of billing will allow the county to recover all of its ICR
development and administrative costs in addition to the amcunt due from
industry to reimburse the amount of Federal funds used for ICR develop~
ment and construction. The residential and non~industrial users would
not have to subsidize the ICR system and the county would still benefit
from the 50 percent or $3,050 the county retained for future expansion
and development.

-10-
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Potontial impact of Public Law 95-217
on _the industrial cost recovery program

The Clean Water Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-217) enacted on
Decenber 27, 1977, resulted in several changes to the ICR provisions
of Public Law 92-500. In one of these changes, the Administrator is
authorized to exempt from ICR requirements any industrial user with a
flow into the treatment works equivalent to 25,000 gallons or less per
day of sanitary waste, if the industrial user does not introduce into
the treatment works any pollutant which interferes with the treatment
works or its sludge.

The amendment exempting from ICR payments those industries
discharging the sanitary waste equivalent of 25,000 gallons or less a
day will in some instances reduce the number of industries subject to
ICR, and in others eliminate the need for an ICK system. We applied the
25,000 gallon a day exemption to the 26 grantees from whom we were able
to obtain ICR cost ard payment data to determine what effect it would
have on the number f industries required to pay ICR. Our analysis
showed the followiny changes:

Number

ICR systems eliminated 8
ICR systems in which the number of 5

industries was reduced
ICR systems which remained unchanged 4
ICR systems for which data was not

availabl: to determine changes 9

Total 28

We did not obtain data to determine the sanitary equivalent of the
discharges. For comparison purposes, we assumed that the industry's
waste would not interfere with the treatment works.

Six of the =ight+ grantees whos. systems were eliminated had only

one industry subject to ICR; the other grantee had two industries. The
annual ICR costs and ICR payments lost by these eight grantees follows.

-11-
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Grantee's related Annual ICR
Grantee annual ICR costs payments lost
Denton, Maryl: nd $ 1 $ 20
Falls Township, Pennsylvar.ia 20 41
Gilbertville, Iowa 30 424
Lebanon, Missouri 118 : 6,924
Murray, Nebraska 178 396
Plainfield, Iowa 20 100
Willistown Township, Pennsylvania 26 15(a)
Oberlin, Ohio 2,017 491
Total $ 2,418 $_8,411

(a) Amount recovered did not offset grantees costs.

Five grantees' ICR systems resulted in a reduced numter of indus-
tries due to the 25,000 gallon a day exempticn. Three of the five had
seventeen or less before the exemption and ten or less after the
exemption. Two of the three ended up with only one industry remaining.
The remaining two grantees, Hopewell, Virginia, and Hampton Roads
Sanitation District, Virginia, had their industries reduced by large
percentages, but lost comparatively little in ICR payments.

The number of industrial users applicable to the five jrantees
before and after the 25,000 gallon a day exemption and the resulting
losses in ICR payments.are shown in the following table.

Number of
Industries Anrual ICR payments
Grantees Before After Lost Before After Lost
Delaware Co. Regional 17 10 7 $ 100,390 $ 81,079 $§ 19,311
Water Quality
Control Authority
East Whiteland 7 1 6 3,384 1,577 1,807
Township, Pennsylvania
Emmaus, Pennsylvania 3 1 2 717 535 182
Hampton Roads, 564 39 525 38,096 29,734 8,362
Virginia
Hopewell, Virginia 85 5 80 759,832 758,267 1,565
Total 676 56 620 $§ 902,419 $ 871,192 $ 31,227

<12~
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The 25,000 gallon a day exclusion will allow grantees to:
—eliminate ICR systems nct recovering all ICR costs,

——eliminate ICR systems generating low ICR payments, and
—-administer a more manageable ICR system in that the smaller
industries are eliminated.

As shown by the table on page 12, the reductions in industriss
will not reduce industries' ICR payments significantly,

-13-
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ENCLOSURE III

STATUS OF GRANTEES' ICR SYSTEMS AND

BASIS FOR EXCLUDING INDUSTRIAL USERS

GRANTEE
DELAWARE

Kent County
Levy Court

MARYLAND

LaVale Sanitary
Commission

Frederick County
Metropolitan Commission

City of Denton

Anne Arundel County

EPA REGION III

COMMENTS

Grantee has an approved 1Ck system
with one industrizl user (coatings
arvi resins manufacturer). Users who
discharged only domestic wastes were
excluded.

Grantee certified that it has no industrial
users. Grantee has 159 commercial estab-
lishments, but all commercials were con-
sidered to distharge domestic or sanitary
waste and were excluded from the ICR
requirements.

Grantee certified that it has no industrial
users. Grantee has a couple commercial
establishments (e.g., retail store, gas
stations, etc.), rut excluded them on the
basis that they dischargod sanitary waste.
The grantee defined an industrial user as
a plant manufacturing a product and
discharging a high BOD, SS, or metals
discharge.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with one
industrial user (a car wash). Other users

were excluded beczuse they were considered

to discharge domestic or sanitary waste.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with 20
to 30 industrial users. Industrial users
discharge liquid wastes from industrial
processes as distinct from sanitary

or domestic wastewater.
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ENCLOSURE III
MARYLAND

Washington Suburban
Sanitation Commission

PENNSYLVANIA

Township of Falls
Authority

The Municipal Authority
of the City of Sunbury

Emmaus Municipal Authority

Willistown Township Municipal
Authority

Delaware County Regional Water
Quality Control Authority

ENCLOSURE III

Grantee has an approved ICR system
with 37 industrial users. Initially,
the grantee had identified 9,000 to
10,000 industries from a water con-
sumption study as potentially subject
to ICR. The grantee plans to ciclude
industries which discharge domestic or
sanitary wastes.

Grantee has an approved ICR system
with two industrial users (a steel
warehouse and a parts warehouse). The
grantee plans to exclide industries
which discharge primarily segregated
domestic wastzs - vastes from sanitary
conveniences,

Grantee has an approved ICR system
with eight industrial users. The
grantea exercised the option to ex-
clude 21l industries with segregated
domestic waste or wastes from
sanitary conveniences.

Grantee has an approved ICR system
with three industrial users. The
grantee excluded users who discharge
sanitary or domestic waste.

Grantee has an approved ICR system
with one industrial user (i.e. a
hospitul). The hospital was included
because of its high BOD levels. The
grantee excluded other users on the
basis that they discharged primarily
domestic waste.

Grantee has an approved ICR system
with 17 industrial users that will
pay ICR. The grantee defined an
industrial user as any user other
than a residence or a commercial
establishment. Commercials were
excluded they were considered to
discharge only domestic or sanitary
waste.
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ECLOSURE III

PENNSYLVANIA

East Whiteland Municipal
Authority

Malvern Municipal Authority

Easttown Municipal Authority

General Authority ot the
City of Franklin

East Pennsboro Ibwnship
Authority

Tamaqua Borough Authority

ENCLOSURE II1I

Grantee has an approved ICR system
with seven industrial usei's
including a car wash and laundry.
However, the grantee excluded other
commerical firms because their wastes
were considered domestic.

Grantee certified it has no incdustrial
users. Grantee system serves 854
residences and 46 commercial firms.
All commercial firms were exclu =d
because they were ccnsidered to
discharge domestic or sanitary waste.

Grantee certified it has no industrial
users. The gran‘te has residential and
commercial users in its system. All
comnercial users were excluded because
they were considered to be domestic
waste dischargers.

Grantee has an approved ICR syster Jith
four industrial users. The grantee ex-
cluded users which discharge domestic
or sanitary waste.

Grantee certified that ‘t has no
industr:ial users subject to ICR. The
grantee defined an industrial user as
one that discharges a process waste
related to manufacturing. The grantee
excluded such users as hotels,
restaurants, etc., on the basis that
they discharged primarily domectic or
sanitary waste.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with
two inaustrial users. The grantee
excluded users who discharge primarily
segregated domestic wastes or waste from
scnitary conveniences.
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ENCLOSURF III

ENCLOSURE III

Montgomery Water and Sewer Grantee has an approved ICR system with

Authority

VIRGINIA

Hampton Roads Sanitation
District

Town of Waverly

James City County
Sanitary District No. 3

Rivanna Water and Sewer
Authority

City of Hcpewell

ILLINOIS

Hinsdale Sanitary
District

one industrial user (a fabric manu-
facturer). Nine other users, including
retailers, doctors, and a gas station,
were excluded because their waste was
considered sanitary.

Grantee has an approved ICR system

with more than 500 industiial users. The
grantee excluded users which discharged
primarily segregated domestic wastes or
wastes from sanitary conveniences.

Grantee certified that it had no industrial
users subject to ICR. The grantee excluded
users that discharged primarily segregated
domestic wastes or wastes from sanitury
ccnveniences.

Crantee cercified that it had no industrial
users subject to ICR. Commercial users,
including motels, restaurants, and service
stations were excluded on the basis that
they discharged sanitary or domestic
wastes.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with
more than 200 industriol users, comprised
mostly of dairy, bottling, textile, and
frozen food plants. The grantee excluded
users that discharge domestic wastes.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with 85
industrial users. The grantee defined
industry as any contributor of wastewater
to the sy "tem other than segregated
domestic wastes.

EPA REGION V

Grantee certified it has no industrial
users., Grantee's ordinance prohibits
discharge of industrial waste into its

- system. Grantee also defines industry

as any flow greater than 1,G00 gallons
per day.
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ENCLOSURE III ENCLOSURE III

Viliage of Lake Villa Grantee certified it has no industrial users.
Grantee defines industry to include
activities involving the mechanical or chem-
ical transformation of materials into new

products.
Sanitary District Grantee has un approved ICR system with one
of Rockford industrial user identified thus far. Crantee

excludes industry having domestic wastes and
employee equivalents are used to lower ICR
charges.

Village of Algonguin Grantee has an approved ICR system with two
industrial users subject to ICR. The grantee
excluded industrial users that discharged
solely domestic wastes.

OHIO

Medina County Grantee certified it has no industrial users.
Grantee excludes industry having domestic
waste and any industry less than 10 percent
of the system design flow.

City of Oberlin Grantee has an approved ICR system with two
industrial users, The grantee excludes
industries which discharge primarily
segregated domestic wastes or wastes from
sanitary conveniences. A laundromat was
excluded on this basis.

Clevelcnd Regional Grantee has an approved iR system with
Sawer District 1,200 industries. The grantee excluded from
ICR any industry that dischargad less than
1,200 gallons per day.

WISCONSIN

Northern Moraine Utility Grantee certified it has no industry subject
Commission to ICR. Grantee excluded industry that dis-
charged primarily segregated domestic waste
or waste from sanitary conveniences.

Shawano Lake Sanitary Grantee has an approved ICR system with one
District No. 1 industria) user (whey products). Eleven
other industries were identified as major
industrial sewer users; however, all were
excluded from ICR because they were rot
considered to discharge industrial waste.
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ENCLOSURE I1II

Madison Metropolitan
Sewerage District

MICHIGAN

Niles Township

Berrien Couiity

INDIANA

Town of Schererville

Sanitary District of
Hammord

IOWA

City of Carroll

ENCLOSURE III

The excluded industries included soft drink
bottling plants, a coin-operated laundry,
wood products plants, and a glue
manufacturer.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with 28
industrial users subject to ICR. The
grantee excluded industry if its volume
was 12,000 gallons per day or less, or its
ICR payments were less than $25 per year.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with no
industrial users. Grantee excludes industry

" if its waste water is within the domestic

waste level.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with 13
industrial users subject to ICR. The grantee
excluded those industrial users which
discharged primarily segregated domestic
wastes or wastes from sanitary conveniences.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with three
industrial users. Grantee excludes industry
if its waste is domestic and permits a
deduction for employee equivalents.

Grantee has o» approved ICR system. Grantee
excludes industry that rlischarges domestic
strength wastes.

EPA REGION VII

Grantee has an approved ICR system which
now has five users including a car wash

and two laundrcmats. Users which discharge
only sanitary wastes were excluded aleng
with users that have sewer charges ecual to
or less than $25 per month.
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ENCLOSURE III

ENCLOSURE III

City of Gilbertville Grantee has an approved ICR system with one

Town of Plainfield

NEBRASKA

Village of Murray

City of York

City of Blair

MISSOURT

City of Kirksville

City of Lebanon

industrial user (meat processor). Indus-
trial users were considered for inclusion
in the ICR system only where their flow was
10 percent or more cf total flow or if they
had high strength wasues.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with one
industrial user (locker plant). Other
businesses were excluded from ICR because
their waste was considered domestic or
sanitary.

Grantee ... an approved ICR system with one
industrial user (locker plant). Any user
that contr.ibutes only domestic waste was
excluded from ICR.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with two
industrial users (locker plants). Users were
excluded from ICR if they discharged primarily
segregated domestic waste or waste from
sanita .y conveniences.

Grantee certified it has n> industrial users
subject to ICR. Although the grantee has many
commercial firms and several manufacturers,

none were considered to discharge high strength,
process wastes, and, therefore, were not con-
sidered industrial users for ICR purposes.

Grantee has an approved ICR system in which
five industrial users have made ICR payments.
The grantee excluded industrial use:s which
discharged primarily segregated domestic wastes
or wastes from sanitary conveniences.

Grantee has an approved ICR system with one
indus*rial user (milk processor). The grantee
excluded users that discharged domestic or
sanitary waste.

-20-



ENCLOSUFE III
City of Marshfield

City of Moberly

City of Princeton

City of Belton

City of Fulitny

City of Greentop

ENCLCSURE III

Grantee has an approved ICR system but has no
industrial users subject to ICR. Two industci :s
had been initially identified as b2ina sukiect
to ICR. However, one firm went out orf busi \ess
and the other was retested and found to be
below domestic levels.

Grantee has an apprcved ICR system with a
few industries subject to ICR. The grantee
felt that it d1d 1ot need to collict ICR
payments since none of the industries met
the Gefinj:ion of a "major contributing
industry" as defined in its NPDES permit,

Grantee has an approvad ICR system with one
industrial user (meat processor) subject to
ICR. Grantee excluded those industrial users
that discharged primarily segrégated domestic
waste or waste from sanitary conveniences.

Grantee certified it has no incustrial users
subject to ICR. The grantee's consulting
engineer considered an industry eligible for
ICR only if its wastewater discharge amounted
to 10 percent or more of the flow or pollutant
loadings (BOD or SS) of the treatment works.

Grantee certified it bhad no industrial
users subject to ICR, While the grantee
had commercic . firms such as car washes,
service stations, laundries, restaurants,
and a shopping center in its service area,
it considered ths wastewater discharges or
these firms as equivalent to domestic waste
and as such not subject to ICR.

Grantee certified it has no industrial
users subject to ICR. The grantee's
determination was based on the fact that
since there were no water meters in
operation of the size (over 5/8 inches)
that would serve industry, then there
were no industries.
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ENCIOSURE III ENCLOSURE III

City of Ash Grove Grantee certified it has no industrial
users subject to ICR. The grantee defin~d
industry as big water users, businessec
with large payrolls, and manufacturers.
The grantee excluded the town's laundromat
because it was considered to discharge
comestic waste only.
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